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REMARKS 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-3 and 6-8 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatwitable over Chen (US 5,943,408) in view of Susai (US 6,411.986). 

The Examiner rejected claim 4 under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Chen (US 5,943.408) in view oFSiisai (US 6,41 1,986) and Smith (US 6,501,950). 

Applieants respectfully traverse the §103 rejections with the following arguments. 
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The Bxamincr rcjeclcd claims 1-3 and 6-7 under 35 U.S.C §103(a) as allcge<lly being 
mipalcntablo over Chen (US 5,943=408) in view of Susai (US 6,41 1,986). 

Applicaiils respectfully contend lhat claim 1 is not unpatentable over Chen in view of 
Svtsai, because Chen in view of Susai docs not leach or suggest each and every feature of claim 1. 

For example, Chen in view ofSusai docs not teach or suggest: "means for selecthig a 
subset oflhc service nodes of the network through execution of a node reduction algorithm in 
response to a re^iucst for service by a subscriber of the wireless subscribers, said subset oflhc 
service nodes being limited to only those service nodes of tlie network which serve the 
subscriber's geographical area or logical tclcphono company area for services which the 
subscriber has subscribed to". 

In addition, Chen in view of Susai docs not teach or suggest: "means for selecting at least 
one service node of the subset of the service nodes to process said message signals by perfonning 
arbilrution and prioriH/,ation umong the nodes of the subset of service nodes in order to provide 
service responsive to the subscriber's request for service". 

nascd on the preceding arguments. Applicants respectfully maintain tliat claim 1 is not 
unpatentable over Chen in view of Susai, and that claim 1 is in condition for allowance. Since 
claims 2-3 and 6-7 depend from claim 1, Applicants respectfully maintain that claims 2-3 and 6-7 
are likewise in condition for allowanco. 
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The Examiner rejected claims 8-9 under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as allegedly being 
iinpalcntable over Chen (US 5,943.408) in view of Susai (US 6,411.986). 

AppHcanls respectfully contend that claim 8 is not unpatentable over Chen in view of 
Susai, because Chen in view ofSusai does not teach or suggest each and cveiy feature of claim 8. 

For example. Chen in view of Susai does not teach or suggest: -selecting a subset of the 
scwicc nodes of the network throufih execution of a node reduction algorithm in response to a 
request for scivice by a subscriber of the wireless subscribers, said subset of tlie service nodes 
being limited to only those service nodes ofthc network which serve the subscriber's 
geographical area or logical telephone company area for services which the subscriber has 
subscribed to". 

In addition, Chen in view of Susai does not teach or suggest: "performing arbitration and 
priorili/ation among nodes of the subset of services available from service nodes in order to 
provide service responsive to the subscriber's request for service, said creating the message 
signals not being pcrfomicd by a service node ofthc network", 

QasQd on the preceding argmncnts, Applicanls respectfully maintain that claim 8 is not 
luipaieiitable over Chen in view of Susai, and that claim 8 is in condition for allowance. Since 
claim 9 depends from claim 8, Applicants respectfully maintain that claim 9 is likewise in 
condition for allowance. 
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The fixnn,i.er rcjccied claim 4 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over Chen GJS 5,943.408) in vicwof Susai (US 6.411.986) and SmiUi (US 6.501,950). 

The Examiner argues: "Smith teaches, in a SS7 environment, the node selector louling 
based i.pon the location ofthe wireless subscriber originating the request and the signaling 
nelwori. inchuling a means for validating the wireless subscriber (iS-41 , col. 3 lines 43-52),". 

Applicants respectfully contend that claim 8 is not unpatentable over Chen in view of 
Susai and Smith, because Chen in view of Susai and Smith does not teach or suggest each and 

ovcvy feature oF claim 1. 

For example. Chen in view of Susai and Smith does not leach or suggest: "node selector 
means for routing message signals to service nodes based on ... the location of the wireless 
subscriber originating the requesting call ". Applicants rcspeclfully contend that col. 3, lines 
43-52 of Smith teach routing message signal between nodes of different service provider systems 
(i.e., a home system and a foreign system) iixespcctive ofthe location of tl.c wireless subscriber 
originating the requesting call. Although the subscriber may be identified with tlie home system, 
ihei e is no disclosure in Stnith that the home system and tlie foreign system do not both serve the 
location of the wireless subscriber. 

Also, Chen in view of Susai and Smith does not teach or suggest: "means lor validating 
Ihc wireless subscriber". Applicants respectfully contend that col. 3, lines 43-52 ofSmith docs 
not icach or suggest means for validating the wireless subscriber. Applicants respectfully 
request the Examiner to cite specific language in col. 3. lines 43-52 of Smith that allegedly 
tciichcs or suggests "means for validating the wireless subscriber^'. 
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Based on Ihc preceding argumcnis, Applicants respectfully maintain that claim 4 is not 
unpatentable over Chc.i in view of Susai and Smith, and thai claim 4 is in condition for 
allowunco. 
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rONC LdSIQN 

IJascd on Ibo preceding arguments. AppUcanls respectfully believe that all pending claims 
and Ihc entire application tncct the acceptance criteria for allowance and therefore request 
favorable action. If the lixaminer believes that anything further would be helpful to place the 
application in better condition for aUowiincc, Applicants invites the Examiner to contact 
Applicants* representative at the telephone mimbcr listed below. 


E)ale: 0(/_C^ [id 0 Y %^(-jlAiJ2l^.. 
" Jifck P. Friedman 

Registration No. 44,688 

Schmciser. Qlscn & Walts 
3 Lear Jet Lane, Suite 201 
Latham, Now York 12110 
(518)220-1850 
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